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Thank you to Professor Davidson for the complimentary remarks concerning our article[1](#jmrs364-bib-0001){ref-type="ref"}. It is very encouraging that this type of article is so appreciated.

As to terminology, the initial selection of the term 'technician', as used in the article, was simply an attempt to be more inclusive as it was considered that the title's 'radiographer' and/or 'radiologist technologist' may not always be directly applicable to adequately describe the profession throughout all the countries represented by the International Society of Radiographers and Radiological Technologists (ISRRT) across the world[2](#jmrs364-bib-0002){ref-type="ref"}. Interestingly, there appear numerous different titles for medical imaging professionals and radiographers across Europe alone often consistent with the diversity in each country in language and culture including their academic qualifications and job description[2](#jmrs364-bib-0002){ref-type="ref"}. Also, several non‐English‐speaking countries use the title \'radiology technicians\' whereas in some other English‐speaking countries they use the word \'tecs\' which can describe both technologists and technicians[2](#jmrs364-bib-0002){ref-type="ref"}. However, the titles 'radiographer' and 'radiologic technologist' are recognised as the correct terminology as used in Australia, UK, Ireland and the USA as well as many other countries.

On reflection, we are in total agreement with the points raised and the word 'technicians' has been replaced with 'medical imaging professionals' in the first instance and 'technicians' is replaced by 'radiographers' in the second as we fully appreciate it is very important to be precise about our professional role, educational background and scope of practice. These clarifications have further strengthened our article and we would like to thank Professor Davidson for bringing them to our attention.
